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Can massive communities of teachers facilitate collaborative reflection? Fractal 
design as a possible answer 
Abstract 
This paper explores the possibility that virtual communities of teachers with large 
numbers of members (referred to as massive communities of teachers) can offer support 
to novice teachers by means of collaborative reflection. The paper examines and 
conceptualizes some problems found in professional massive communities and proposes 
that massification can dilute what some authors have called social presence or 
engagement. It is argued that this dilution, among other problems, very much hinders 
collaborative reflection among members of the community. Collaborative reflection is 
argued to be a crucial part of the support that novice teachers need in their first years in 
the profession. Therefore a challenge is envisioned for massive communities of teachers 
to avoid the dilution of social presence or engagement. The authors argue that this 
dilution can be overcome by the use of multiple layers within a platform, referred to as 
fractal design. 
 
1. Introduction 
The problems that novice teachers face in their first years of teaching are well-
documented. Three decades ago Veenman (1984) coined the term reality shock or 
practice shock to refer to the emotional and professional difficulties that many teachers 
experience in their first years in the profession. Since Veenman’s seminal work, a large 
amount of research has been undertaken internationally on the theme of beginning 
teachers’ reality shock, the problems that they experience and the coping strategies that 
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may help beginning teachers during this period and prevent their attrition and burnout 
(Buchanan et al., 2013; Fransella, Bell, & Bannister, 2004; Gavish & Friedman, 2010; 
Howard & Johnson, 2004; Meijer, de Graaf, & Meirink, 2011; Menon, 2012).  
This body of research identified a large number of problems experienced by novice 
teachers that explain their reality shock. However, the list of problems and their order of 
importance vary among different quantitative survey-based studies conducted in 
different contexts and at different moments (Mayoral, 2011). Moreover, qualitative 
approaches to these problems clearly give a picture of the complexity of the 
phenomenon, showing that reality shock is different for every novice teacher, and that 
in each case the phenomenon is explained by a combination of problems within very 
specific and idiosyncratic circumstances (Correa, Martínez-Arbelaiz, & Aberasturi-
Apraiz, 2015; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009).  
From this state of affairs, recent research has focused more on the coping strategies that 
allow novice teachers to be resilient in relation to their reality shock, and in this respect 
findings seem to be much more conclusive: independently of the genuine characteristics 
of the reality shock, one important strategy that novice teachers find helpful in this 
period is their collegial relationships with other teachers (Buchanan et al., 2013; Burke 
et al., 2015; Ingersoll & Strong, 2011; Scherff & Singer, 2012; Shoffner, 2011). 
However, unfortunately, novice teachers are not always able to find this collegial 
support in their schools for a variety of reasons such as insecure and temporary 
employment, remoteness, closed cultures in schools, inadequate mentors, teachers who 
are not willing to help the novice, etc. (Kelly et al., 2014; Burke et al., 2015; Edwards, 
2005; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; McKenzie, Kos, Walker, Hong, & Owen, 2008). 
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As a response to this problem, the possibility for novice teachers to find a context of 
collegial support through the Internet has gained increasing attention during recent years 
(Danaher & Umar, 2010; Cesareni, Martini, & Mancini, 2011; Lieberman & Pointer 
Mace, 2009; McConnell et al., 2013; Newman, Couturier, & Scurry, 2010). To this end, 
much potential has been seen in online experiences of interaction among a large number 
of participants, such as massive open online courses (MOOCs) (Daniel, 2012; Downes, 
2012; Siemens, 2005, 2008) or large professional communities on the Internet (Kelly et 
al., 2014; Duncan-Howell, 2010; Lin, Lin, & Huang, 2008). In this paper we make 
reference to these kinds of experiences as massive communities, understood as Internet-
based networks of large numbers (several hundreds or thousands) of people who 
mutually interact with the aims of learning and resource sharing. Despite the initial 
enthusiasm regarding these experiences, research has rapidly found important and 
pervasive problems for learning and resource sharing among the participants in massive 
communities (Clarà & Barberà, 2013, 2014; Kop, 2011; Kop, Fournier, & Mak, 2011; 
Mackness, Mak, & Williams, 2010), including in those massive communities aimed at 
providing a collegial support environment to novice teachers (Clarke, Triggs, & 
Nielsen, 2014; Lin, Lin and Huang, 2008; Maher, Sanber, Cameron, Keys, & Vallance, 
2013; McCormack, Gore, & Thomas, 2006; Shirky, 2010; Tseng & Kuo, 2014). 
However, although it seems clear that things do not work as imagined, it remains quite 
unclear why they do not work.  
The aim of this paper is twofold: First, we aim to give a theoretical explanation of some 
of the problems faced by massive communities, and especially by those massive 
communities aiming to provide collegial support to novice teachers. We begin by 
examining some of the observed problems in massive communities, and we 
conceptualize these problems from the frameworks of communities of inquiry and 
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communities of practice, leading to the conceptualization of these problems as 
symptoms of a larger problem of dilution of the participants’ feelings of belonging, 
which at the same time dilutes trust among participants, as a consequence of the 
massive character of the community. We argue that this dilution of trust is especially 
problematic for massive communities of teachers, since it importantly hinders 
collaborative reflection, which is largely recognized as crucial in teachers’ professional 
development.  
The second aim of this paper is to suggest a possible path to address, in the future, this 
problem of dilution of belonging in massive communities of teachers by means of 
design. This suggestion is based on Wenger’s (2000) theoretical account of belonging as 
a fractal, where different ways of belonging can be found in different scales of the 
fractal. The idea is to design massive communities as an aggregate of fractal resolutions, 
designing each resolution of the fractal in order to foster a certain type of belonging, and 
articulating the different fractal resolutions in order to maintain the massive character of 
the community while avoiding the dilution of belonging.i  
 
2. Observed Problems in Massive Communities 
Many massive communities, in the field of teaching as well as in other fields, are 
currently functioning and have some years of history. According to research about these 
experiences, a significant concern seems to be pervasive about what could be called the 
infra-interaction among participants in these communities; in other words, the amount 
and richness of interaction and resource sharing among participants are very low in 
comparison with the theoretical potentiality of the community (Clarke, Triggs, & 
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Nielsen, 2014; Kop, 2011; Kop, Fournier, & Mak, 2011; Mackness et al., 2010; 
McCormack, Gore, & Thomas, 2006; Tseng & Kuo, 2014). An excellent description of 
the problems relating to this infra-interaction is offered by Lin, Lin and Huang (2008), 
who identify five problems that prevent participants in massive communities from 
interacting with one another, grounded in their analysis of a massive community of 
teachers. First, in massive communities the roles to be played by the members are 
ambiguous; since there are so many people that they cannot know one another closely, 
members do not recognize the expertise of the others in the community, so neither are 
they able to recognize their degree of expertise in relation to others; consequently, they 
do not know the roles that it is adequate for them to play in the community. This role 
ambiguity causes some members to withhold their knowledge because they think that 
perhaps others in the community can contribute better than they can. Second, in massive 
communities, communication can take place any time and by means of a large number 
of channels (chats and forums in many different platforms). This, together with the large 
number of members who can communicate with one another, can lead to members 
feeling that they are not aware of all that is being said and done in the community. This 
miscommunication problem prevents members from interacting because they feel that 
they may not be sharing the context of the conversation, so that their contribution could 
be inadequate. Third, in massive communities, a great number of threads of 
conversation can coexist and grow at the same time, leading to information overload. As 
a consequence, members may have difficulty in focusing on and digesting all that is 
going on. This problem of diversified foci can block members’ contributions owing to a 
difficulty in finding a focus within all that is being said. Fourth, some laws of the 
communicative interchange that are valid for interactions among a small number of 
participants are not equally valid in massive communities. In a dyad, for example, if one 
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interlocutor asks a question, the other feels the obligation of answering; in a massive 
community, however, nobody feels that she/he is expected individually to answer or 
react to what a member has posed. This lack of psychological obligation obstructs 
interaction and knowledge sharing in massive communities because members feel no 
obligation to read or to answer the messages posed to the community. Fifth, in massive 
communities, members judge one another by their online behaviour, and especially by 
what they write. Therefore members think twice before contributing to the community, 
because they will be judged from this; if they doubt the adequacy or value of what they 
have to say, they may elect not to contribute. This fear of criticism prevents members 
from contributing because they tend to avoid the risk of being judged negatively by the 
other members of the community.  
In this paper we argue that the emergence of this array of problems related to infra-
interaction can be theoretically explained by one and the same phenomenon: namely, 
the dilution of belonging as a consequence of the massive character of the community, a 
phenomenon that at the same time importantly hinders the possibilities of collaborative 
reflection within these communities, since it implies a dilution of trust as well. We 
discuss this issue in the next section. 
 
3. Conceptualizing Massive Communities 
In order to understand the origin of the problems that emerge in massive communities, 
this paper considers two of the most influential conceptualizations of communities in 
the last few decades: the conceptualization of Wenger (1998, 2000), which is usually 
called communities of practice; and the conceptualization of Garrison, Anderson and 
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Archer (1999, 2010), which is usually known as communities of inquiry. The 
communities of inquiry account was created to explain learning communities on the 
Internet, and it has been mainly used regarding online courses. According to these 
authors, a community can be characterized by the interaction among three core 
elements: cognitive presence; teaching presence; and social presence. Cognitive 
presence refers to the knowledge construction within the community. Teaching 
presence refers to the support that members of the community offer to one another to 
promote learning. Social presence refers to the shared identity, trust and interpersonal 
relationships among the members of the community (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 
2010). The relationship among these three aspects in a community is understood as 
follows: 
Social presence marks a qualitative difference between a collaborative 
community of inquiry and a simple process of downloading information....In 
such a collaborative community of learners, social presence is enhanced. When 
social presence is combined with appropriate teaching presence, the result can 
be a high level of cognitive presence leading to fruitful critical inquiry. 
(Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 1999, p. 96)  
 
The communities of practice account (Wenger, 1998, 2000) was developed to explain 
learning within work communities (for example, companies, work teams, etc.). In 
principle, therefore, the communities that this account tried to explain were neither 
Internet communities nor communities of students in a course, but instead the initial 
focus of the account was on communities of professionals who physically work 
together. According to Wenger (1998, 2000), a community of practice implies three 
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interrelated core aspects: joint enterprise; shared repertoire; and mutual engagement. 
Joint enterprise refers to the shared objectives or purposes of the members that brought 
them together to do something collaboratively. Shared repertoire refers to the shared 
resources, meanings, procedures and so on that allow the members to do something 
together. Mutual engagement refers to the ties among the members of the community 
and the interpersonal relationships among them; it is what makes the members feel that 
they belong to the community, and that they have an identity as members of the 
community. According to Wenger (1998), “membership in a community of practice is 
therefore a matter of mutual engagement. That is what defines the community” (p. 73). 
Engagement also gives rise, via interaction with joint enterprise, to what Wenger (1998) 
called “a regime of mutual accountability” (p. 81), which is the shared feeling of the 
community and the members of being concerned by what they are doing and what is 
happening to them and around them. From this perspective, for a member, learning 
within the community requires developing engagement: “discovering how to engage, 
what helps and what hinders; developing mutual relationships; defining identities, 
establishing who is who, who is good at what, who knows what, who is easy or hard to 
get along with” (Wenger, 1998, p. 95).  
The concept of engagement has similarities with the concept of social presence. Both 
refer to a way of belonging, an identity or a membership based on the interpersonal 
relations among members. Moreover, in both accounts, social presence or engagement 
is a fundamental aspect of the community to facilitate learning.  
From this perspective, and given the importance of social presence and engagement in 
communities, it is of interest to understand how social presence and engagement are 
built and strengthened. The response offered by the two approaches is similar: by 
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providing opportunities for direct interaction and joint activity among members. Social 
presence and engagement are constructed by means of personal relations, through 
closely knowing one another as a consequence of doing things together (Brouwer et al., 
2012; Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Holmes, 2013; Wenger, 2000). 
From this conceptualization, then, we argue that, when a community is massive, social 
presence and engagement potentially dilute, because it is not possible for all the 
members of the community to establish personal relations among themselves and to 
know one another closely enough. This would explain the main problems of infra-
interaction found in the literature on massive communities. If we consider the 
description of these problems provided by Lin, Lin and Huang (2008), they can be 
explained as follows: low social presence–engagement means that there is not sufficient 
trust among the members (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2010), so the problem of the 
fear of criticism arises; members do not know who is who, who is good at what, who 
knows what and who is easy or hard to get along with (Wenger, 1998), so the problems 
of role ambiguity and miscommunication arise; there is not a sufficiently strong mutual 
accountability among the members (Wenger, 1998), so the problem of a lack of 
psychological obligation arises; people are not engaged with one another in a joint 
activity, which means that in a massive community they may contemplate a large 
number of different things happening before their eyes without being deeply engaged in 
any of them, so the problem of diversified foci arises. 
The dilution of social presence–engagement and the consequent dilution of trust in 
massive communities are a problem that is especially important for those massive 
communities aimed at providing collegial support to novice teachers, since trust is a 
sine qua non condition to make possible collaborative reflection among teachers. 
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Processes of reflection consist of transforming a state of perplexity, ambiguity, 
obscurity, conflict, doubt and incoherence into a clarified and coherent situation (Clarà, 
2015; Dewey, 1933/1986; Schön, 1983/1991, 1987), and have been almost unanimously 
placed by the literature on teacher education (for example, Griffiths, 2000; Korthagen, 
2001, 2010; Postholm, 2008) at the very heart of the development of teachers’ 
knowledge and teaching itself. From this perspective, evidence has shown that, faced 
with a challenging event or situation, novice teachers need support and collaboration for 
conducting processes of reflection that allow them to make sense of and to understand 
what is happening and why (Gelfuso & Dennis, 2014; Harford & MacRuairc, 2008; 
Meijer, de Graaf, & Meirink, 2011; Scherff & Singer, 2012). For example, one of the 
novice teachers who participated in research conducted by Shoffner (2011) stated that: 
When I work with themii one-on-one they don’t [always] act like the monsters 
they are around any of their peers....It amazes me that [one] can be so sweet and 
seem so young and impressionable when he doesn’t understand something or 
needs help, but as soon as there is one other person in the room (that is not a 
teacher) he morphs back into this kid I don’t even want to help. I don’t get it. (pp. 
420-426) 
Similar data were shown in a study by Yoon and Kim (2010) of preservice teachers; a 
participant on this study, for example, posed the following question: 
...should I adopt [the] teacher’s demonstration or should I let students do their 
own lab work? Practical work was very different from other classes. There are so 
many things that tempt students....During the experiment, the heat of [the] 
reaction was high when students pored too much Hydrogen peroxide into 
Manganese Dioxide. Practical work is difficult to get students focused and its 
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success is not guaranteed. It threatens students’ safety. So we... prefer 
alternatives...but teachers’ demonstration will also bore students....Nothing’s easy. 
(Yoon & Kim, 2010, p. 292) 
These two excerpts from the studies by Yoon and Kim (2010) and Shoffner (2011) may 
serve as illustrations of the state of obscurity or perplexity that is the starting point of 
any process of collaborative reflection. Although the success of these processes depends 
on many factors, as described by numerous studies of this issue (Gelfuso & Dennis, 
2014; Korthagen, 2001; Schön, 1987), there is a pre-requisite without which any 
process of collaborative reflection is hardly possible: there must be trust among 
colleagues, in order that the doubts, insecurities and perplexities, which are the starting 
point of any process of collaborative reflection, can be expressed (Fantilli & 
McDougall, 2009; Howard & Johnson, 2004; Menon, 2012). For example, the study by 
Wopereis et al. (2010) found that student teachers were reluctant to reflect 
collaboratively in a weblog with their colleagues in an online course (n=20) because, as 
most of them asserted, although they recognized that “social interaction is important for 
learning, they were of the opinion that weblog access should be limited to members of a 
student group” (p. 258) (n= 3-9), and they considered “a safe learning environment 
more important than a global learning environment where many people can read your 
reflective writings and provide feedback” (p. 258). Postholm (2008) put three teachers 
at a school together for collaborative reflection, and observed that they initially did not 
reflect very much, but instead that they engaged mainly in the progressive construction 
of a trustful environment by sharing tips, ideas and experiences. According to Postholm 
(2008), “the teachers had initially welcomed student teachers, one or two for each 
observation and reflection meeting, to observe the whole process, but withdrew this 
invitation just before they started, saying that they had to be confident with each other 
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first” (p. 1726). According to the author, this showed that, “even though these teachers 
were well qualified and eagerly engaged in their job, they still found it too great a 
challenge to open themselves to the student teachers’ scrutiny” (p. 1726). Strengthening 
the engagement among members within a community of practice has been proposed by 
Harford and MacRuairc (2008) as a means to improve trust and to facilitate student 
teachers’ collaborative reflection. These authors proposed a model of roles and 
scaffolding to promote progressively a trustful environment for reflection within teams 
of 10 student teachers interacting face-to-face. They found that the design succeeded in 
creating progressive trust among the participants, which allowed arriving at in-depth 
critique and collaborative reflection.  
According to the view proposed in this section, therefore, it is the massive character of 
massive communities that hinders their use for collegial support to novice teachers, 
since massiveness dilutes belonging by diluting social presence–engagement, and 
therefore it also dilutes trust among participants, making collaborative reflection very 
difficult. The question that necessarily follows, then, is how massiveness and trust can 
be put together; or in other words how it can be avoided that massiveness dilutes 
belonging and trust among participants in a massive community. We discuss this issue 
in the next section. 
 
4. Designing Belonging in Massive Communities 
In the above discussion we have argued that massive communities dilute social 
presence–engagement, which according to Wenger (2000) is a way of belonging or 
membership. This signifies at the same time a dilution of trust among participants, 
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which make collaborative reflection very difficult. However, according to Wenger 
(2000), engagement is not the only way of belonging – there are at least two other ways: 
alignment and imagination. For example, national belonging is not based on engaging 
and doing things together with all the people of the nation; in nations, belonging is 
based on what Wenger (2000) called imagination, which is a way of belonging in a 
sense contrary to engagement, since it implies abstracting the whole community and 
constructing an image of it; this community is not thought of as “those specific people” 
but instead it is conceptualized as an abstract entity. For an example of belonging based 
on alignment, consider political parties: somebody feels that she is (and she is 
recognized by others as) a member of a political party because her thoughts are aligned 
with the thoughts defended and promoted by that political party. 
According to Wenger (2000), these three ways of belonging often coexist, although in a 
given aspect of an activity one way of belonging can dominate the others. Let’s consider 
the following example provided by Wenger (2000):  
You may belong to a local church, but this belonging is usually an expression of 
your belonging to a religion that includes many other people in many other 
churches. Engaging at the local level of your church is a way to belong at the 
broader level of your religion by combining such engagement with imagination 
(you can picture many other churches with people very much like you expressing 
similar beliefs, even though you have never met them) and with alignment (in 
your church you follow rituals that conform with liturgical formats adhered to by 
all other churches). (p. 242) 
Thus, when anybody goes to a mass, some aspects of this activity foster belonging by 
means of engagement – for example, singing the hymns together with the other 
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participants in the mass, listening to the sermon of the priest or receiving the 
communion with the other attendants at the mass. Other aspects foster belonging by 
means of alignment – for example, the structure of the mass, the specific celebration of 
that day or the ritual of the communion itself, which are shared rituals by all the 
churches celebrating masses that day. And still other aspects foster belonging by means 
of imagination – for example, the holy texts being read, the doctrine being promoted or 
the faith being expressed in the mass, which lie in the background of an even broader 
community of people, beyond their participation in specific rituals and masses that day. 
From this perspective, Wenger (2000) suggested that belonging can be thought of as 
having a fractal structure, in reference to the observation that belonging expresses itself 
at different scales and, most importantly, that at different scales belonging may be 
differently dominated by engagement, alignment or imagination. This account suggests 
that, in a massive community, the aggregate of fractal resolutions by means of which 
belonging is constructed can be carefully designed. From this idea, two design 
principles can be advanced. First, all the designed fractal resolutions of belonging in a 
massive community should combine all three ways of belonging, in order to permit the 
articulation and cohesion of the aggregated resolutions. Second, the smaller that the 
fractal resolution is, the more that it should be dominated by engagement, and the 
bigger that the fractal resolution is, the more that it should be dominated by 
imagination. Alignment should dominate in intermediate fractal resolutions. 
We suggest that the careful design of belonging in massive communities as an aggregate 
of fractal resolutions according to the two general design principles outlined above can 
importantly avoid the dilution of engagement and trust. Thus, for example, engagement 
may be fostered and strengthened in small fractal resolutions that allow joint activity 
 
 
17 
 
and close relationships among relatively small numbers of people, but this fractal 
resolution may articulate with bigger fractal resolutions that foster alignment or 
imagination, thus allowing dynamics, fluxes of people, sharing and interactional 
possibilities that are possible only because of the massiveness of the community.  
The design implications of Wenger’s (2000) account of belonging as a fractal have not 
been explicitly and intentionally explored yet in massive communities, but some 
experiences are encouraging if viewed from this perspective. For example, in 
eTwinningiii, a massive community of teachers with 184,000 users, Holmes (2013) 
reported the introduction of interactions at two more finely-grained resolutions, in 
addition to the existing massive scale. In one introduced feature, 156 teachers were 
grouped around what is called within eTwinning a learning event. At an even more 
finely-grained scale within this learning event, small groups of teachers were grouped in 
what was called a virtual staff room. Results showed that engagement and the sense of 
belonging were high at the virtual staff room scale where meaningful collaborative 
reflection effectively occurred, and that the feeling of connectedness at the broader 
learning event scale, although lower than in the virtual staff room, was still higher than 
elsewhere in eTwinning. These results are in concordance with the conceptualization 
offered in this paper: the simple introduction of reduced spaces of interaction (that is, 
the reduction of massiveness) within the massive community already implied increased 
levels of engagement-based belonging that allowed collaborative reflection. Matzat 
(2013) reports similar results when considering the embeddedness of small groups’ 
face-to-face interactions in an online massive community of teachers. However, in these 
and other similar experiences, the challenge is still to strengthen belonging in relation to 
the whole community and not only in relation to the reduced group where engagement 
is possible, in order not to renounce the benefits of massiveness. If belonging in the 
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different spaces were carefully designed and articulated as an aggregate of fractal 
resolutions, we suggest that this would be possible.  
5. Conclusion 
This paper has examined the possibility that massive communities of teachers can 
provide collegial support to novice teachers. Some problems that have arisen in massive 
communities have been examined and conceptualized by means of two accounts of 
communities: the community of practice account by Wenger (1998, 2000); and the 
community of inquiry account by Garrison, Anderson and Archer (1999, 2010). It has 
been proposed that massive communities dilute what Garrison, Anderson and Archer 
(1999) called social presence, and what Wenger (1998) called engagement, since social 
presence–engagement is based on personal relationships among members, which is 
hindered within massive communities. According to both conceptualizations, social 
presence–engagement is a way of belonging in any community. It has been argued that 
the dilution of social presence–engagement in massive communities importantly hinders 
the processes of collaborative reflection among participants, something that has been 
argued to be crucial for a community of teachers in order to provide collegial support to 
the novices. The paper has proposed a path to address this problem by means of design.  
Drawing on Wenger’s (2000) account of belonging as a fractal, and the co-existence of 
at least three ways of belonging (engagement, alignment and imagination), we have 
suggested that belonging in a massive community can be carefully designed as an 
aggregate of articulated fractal resolutions, according to two general design principles: 
1) all the fractal resolutions should combine the three ways of belonging in order to 
allow the cohesion and articulation of the aggregate of fractals; 2) the smaller that the 
fractal resolution is, the more that it should be dominated by engagement, and the 
 
 
19 
 
bigger that the fractal resolution is, the more that it should be dominated by 
imagination. From this perspective, it has been suggested that the fractal design of 
massive communities can potentially avoid the dilution of social presence–engagement, 
belonging and ultimately trust in these communities, thus allowing the processes of 
collaborative reflection among teachers by taking advantage of the massiveness of the 
community. Although there is much still to understand regarding fractal design, it 
proposes an area with much potential to explore regarding the design of massive 
communities of teachers as a source of collegial support to novice teachers.  
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i Although the authors of this paper put together a substantially large amount of literature in different 
fields, such as teacher education, novice teachers, teacher reflection, communities of practice, 
communities of inquiry, Internet-based communities, or digitally-mediated learning and collaboration, the 
literature considered in the paper is not aimed by the authors to be exhaustive of any of these research and 
practice fields; thus, the literature highlighted here has been consciously selected in connection with the 
particular problems and solutions that this paper aims to examine. 
 
ii Here the novice teacher is referring to pupils. 
iii eTwinning is a European Commission supported online community for schools in Europe that fits our 
definition of a massive community of teachers with over 184,000 users (Holmes 2013). The term 
eTwinning is drawn from the notion of 'twinning' (or pairing) schools with one another electronically. 
